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Exocinnz IMMIX

This report presents the results of a study of Edison Elementary School
after its first year of implementing the bilingual imaersion program. The major
research questions sought to determine: (1) the levels of first and second
language proficiency and whether tnere were gains in first and second language
proficiency over the year; (2) the levels of moth and reading achievement in
Spanish and vglith and whether there were achievement differences related to the
language bedlagnmrdi of the students; (3) the levels of students' perceived
academic, pear, physical and mother-child relationship oompetencies; and (4)

attitudes toward the bilingual immersion program among the parents and staff.

A total of 112 children, 58 at the kindergarten and 54 at the first-grade
level, participated in the study. Data were gathered on English and Spanish
proficiency with pre- and post-test Immures; English and Spanish achievement,
with pre- and post-test measures in Spanish; and perceived caicetence. In
addition, the data collection included a parent guesticonaire and a bilingual
immersion staff questionnaire. Also, 20kinekmgarten and 19 first-grade students
who were not enrolled in the bilingual immersion program were tested using the
English achievement test.

In terms of language development, all students made gains in both
languages. Native language proficiency was high, with about two thirds of the
students rated at the Fluent Proficiency level, and one third at the Limited
Proficiency level. Second language proficiency varied considerably, with some
students rated at the Non-Proficient level, others at the Limited Proficient
level, and still others at the Fluent Proficient level. More Spanish-do/draft
students were fluent in the second language than ware English-dominant students.

Both the Spanish-dcainant and English-dminant students scored at an average
to above average level in achievement performance. The Spanish - dominant speakers
scored as average to above average on Spanish achievement tests and made
significant gains from the fall to the spring. Sven the English-doainant
students moored well an the Spanish achievement tests; the kindergartners scored
average in reading and slightly above average in oath, but the first graders
scored above avmrage in reading ard above average in math. In addition, the
first graders made significant progress from the fall to the spring. On English
achievement tests, the Spanish-doothent kindergartners scored below average but
the first graders performed only slightly below average, and they did not differ
significantly from the non -bilingual immersion students. The English-dominant
kirdergartners scored slightly below average, but the first graders performed
average in reading and language and slightly above average to well above average
in math. Furthermore, an every subtlest, the English-dominant kindergartners
scored higher than the non- bilingual immersion students, with significantly
higher scores in math.

The students' peroeivedcompetence ratings tore high in each of four domains
(academic, peer, piplical, and mother-child relationehip); and attitudes toward
the bilingual immersion program were generally positive from the parents and
teadhers.

Several important points should be made about the results that have
implications for the bilingual immersion model. First, the Spanish speakers at
both grads levels made highly significant gains in English and the English
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speakers descristrated some gain in English proficiency. Thus, despite the small
amount of English instruction, most students were able to make gains in English
language proficiency. Second, all studentelmede gains in Spanish proficiency and
the gains were highly significant for the Spanish-speaking kildergartners. These
are important results becomes they demonstrate that the bilingual immersion
model's assumptions related to language development were accurate; that is,
Spanish speakers increased their level of Spaniel proficiency and begay. to
develop some proficiency in English, and English speakers did not lose their
English proficiency while acquiring Spanish proficiency skills.

A second set of importamtpoints concerns the achievmeent performance of the
students. First, the English-speaking students acquired enough content after
only we year of instructianithrmighStemiah to be able to score average to above
average in a test neared for palms Spanish speakers. Second, the Spanish
speakers performed from average to above average an the Spenieh achievement test,
demerstrating a good level of performence for these students when tested in their
native language. Third, the English- speaking kindergartners end the Spanish-
speaking first graders scored average to only slightly below average in English
reading and math; and the Ersglish-speaking first graders scored average to above
average in reading, language, and meth. The fact that these students were able
to score this high in English reading and meth, despite having received their
instruction in Spanish, demonstrates that the students were acquiring the math
concepts in Spanish, and they were able to apply these concepts when tested in
English. Thus, the achievement results also validate the achievement assumptions
underlying the bilingual immersion model in that the model aesumes that content
that is learned in Spanish will be available in English as well. The fact that
the students were able to score as well as they did demonstrates that the
concepts were available to them in both languages.

The findings from Edison were comparable to the results reported by the San
Diego City Schools (Lindholm:, 1987a; ESEA Title VII Bilingual Demonstration
Project, 1982) and three other bilingual immersion programs in California
(Lindholm, 1987b) . The consistency of the findings across other school sites
also adds validity to the achievement and language assumptions underlying the
bilingual immersion model.

Five reammendations were mode to further develop the bilingual immersion
program at Edison: (1) Tb promote strong leadership and ownership of the program
among the teachers; (2) to develop a Spanish language arts component; (3) to
develop a curriculum for English language arts; (4) to provide more opportunities
for native English and native Spanish speakers to interact in group work; and,
(5) to include the non-bilingual immersion students in the evaluation.

In conclusion, the language proficiency and academic achievement first -year
data demonstrated that the bilingual immersion model is an effective language
education model for both language minority and language majority students.
However, the success of the students over the net two to three years in
acquiring academic competence will be contingent on the degree to which the
program is fully developed according to the 13 criteria discussed for successful
bilingual imemnsionrengrams.
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

THE =IISCli ELYMP2/17M 9211XM BILIMIUKTA DIERf31CM maim:
aurae mama z CHB m o IMPLEKENEATICN

anwizerics
Bilingual immersion education combines the most significant features of

bilingual education (for language minority students) and immersion education

(for language majority students) . Academic and language arts instruction is

provided to students through two languages, taught in separate class

periods. !Or language minority (i.e., non-English-dominant) students, most

of their academic instruction is presented through their first language,

Spanish, and they receive English language arts and portions of their

academic instruction in English. For language majority (i.e., English-

dominant) students, most of their academic instruction is through their

second language, Spanish, and some in English, and their training in

language arts is conducted in separate Wilt and Spanish class periods.

Bilingual immersion education therefore encompasses two key features:

(1) the program essentially involves alms form of dial language immersion,

with periods of instruction transpiring in one language only; and (2) both

English-dominant and not-English-doninant speakers are participants

(ideally in balanced numbers) . These programs, therefore, attempt to

develop true bilingual academic competence in English and another language

for both groups of participating students.

This report presents the results of a study, conducted by the Center

for Language Education and Research (CLEAR) at the University of California,

Los Angeles, of the bilingual immersion program at Edison Elementary School,

a school within the Santa Monica - Malibu Unified School District in

California. CLEAR's objective has been to work with Edison School to study

and help improve their program in language education. This purpose was

accomplished through student assessment, classroom observation, and

professional development activities.

The focus of this report is an the results of the student assessment

and parental and teachers' perceptions of the program. After a review of

the literature, the bilingual immersion program, as articulated at Edison

Elementary School, is described in detail. The methodology section

describes the student and parent samples, the data collection instruments,

1



Edison's Bilingual immersion Program

and the analytic strategy. The results section examines student performance

after one year, including gains/losses in student achievement, comparisons

with a rxml-bilingual-iamersion group of students, and student, parent, and

staff evaluations. Findings are discussed in terms of the potential value

of bilingual immersion programs, and had such programs could be developed

and implemented.

REV= OF unman=
Carefully conducted analyses have demonstrated that bilingual education

programs can be successful in *proving the academicrertormance of students

with limited English proficiency (e.g., &ashen & Biber, 1988 cited in

"Bilingual Education," 1988; Ramirez, YUen, Raney & Merino, 1986; Troike,

1978; Willig, 198%. Bilingual education programs have been most
effectively implemented in concert with clear policies r ardiry

implementation and teacher training, and when the programs were designed to

promote educational achievement in addition to the mere learning of English.

In contrast, research has documented the failure of English-only

instructional approaches (i.e., English immersion) to meet the educational

needs of language minority students (California State Department of

Education, 1982; Hernandez-Chavez, 1984; National Assessment for Educational

Progress, 1982).

Many educators have therefore rejected English immersion as a suitable

educational treatment for language minority students. However, when applied

appropriately, non - English immersion education has had very successful

results. Evaluations of Spanish immersion programs in the United States

and Frendh immersion programs in Canada (Campbell, 1984; Genesee, 1985;

Swain, 1984), showed that immersion eduoWtionprograme ware highly effective

for native English- speaking students. These students demonstrated high

levels of proficiency in the second language (i.e., Frendh, German, or

Spaniel), high academic achievement, and no lass in their English skills.

A number of authors have completed comprehensive reviews of research

and evaluation studies concerning bilingual and immersion education (e.g.,

Baker & de Kanter, 1981; Gamins, 1979, 1983; Diaz, 1983; Dolson, in press;

Swain & Lapkin, 1985; Troika, 1978, 1986/ Willig, 1985). These reviews

have pointed to certain sociolinguistic and instructional factors which

contributed to successful dual language programs. The importance of these

2



Edison's Bilingual immersion Program

found in programs that promoted high levels of first and second language

covets:cies, academic achievement in both languages, and positive

psychosocial behavior and cross-cultural attitudes (see Lindholm, 1987a).

Thus, these factors farm the core criteria for successful bilingual

immersion education.

The first ten criteria are essential for successful lemgmage education

programs while the last three criteria apply to educational programs in

general. name last criteria are mentioned here because they are important

elements in an education). program and the premier= of these criteria cannot

be mourned, but rather must be carefully considered in designing and

implementing a successful bilingual inversion .cogram (for a more thorough

discussion of these criteria, see Lindholm, 1987a and Lindholm & Dolson,

1988).

1. Duration of instructicral treatment. The instructional treatment

is provided to the participating students for a period of at least

four to six years.

2. naziagstasitjagaslollanzagt jzzut. Optimal input has fair

characteristics: (a) it is adjusted to the co:prehension level of

the learner, (b) it is interesting and relevant, (c) there is

sufficient quantity, and (d) it is challenging.

3. locus on academic curriculum. The programs are designed to focus

cii aztjct matter as well as language development. Students are

exposed to the same academic core curriculum as students in

regular programs, but In more than one language.

4. Intsgatimof lanauage arts vittumadmaiml. Belated to criteria

2 and 3 is the need to provide language arts instruction in 'NI=

the Ehglidh and noweiglish languages and to design the

instrtion so that it is integrated with the academic curriculuat.

5. AseretjaLg jinggeseefgr jaztia=0. Monolingual lesson

delivery refers to the amount of time devoted to instruction in

each language. This is not to say that language mixing itself is

harmfUl; rather, it appears that sustained periods of monolingual

instruction (in each language) helps to promote development in

each language.

3
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iscn's Bilingual Immersion Program

6. Additive bilingual environment. All students are provided the

opportunity to acquire a second language at no cost to their home

language and culture.

7. Classroom coacositich. Tb meintain an environment of educational

and linguistic equity in the classroom anitopromote interactions

among native and non-native English speakers, the ideal ratio is

50% English speakers to 50% non-native English speakers. The

ratio of English speakers to non - native English speakers is

important to insure that there are enough language models of each

language to primate interactions among the two groups of

students.

8. Patio of Enalith to the non-Enolith language. From studies of

bilingual students and immersion students, it appears that a

minimum of 50% nom-D:flush language instruction is necessary to

promote high levels of the non-English language proficiency among

language majority students and to promote academic achievement

among language minority students. nirtheneore, although studies

have not addressed the minimal level of English necessary, a

minimum of 10% English instruction initially is important to

promote Englidh language development for the non-native speakers

of English. Also, to develop a high level of academic Digital

language skills among the language minority students, the amount

of content instrwtion in English should be about 50% for the late

elementary school years (grades 4-6).

9. Promoting

highly proficient oral language skills necessitates providing both

structured tasks and unstructured opportunities involving oral

production skills for students; to engage in.

10. luzglitlytjEb2gLansdzzosz. A successful bilingual immersion

program must have the support of the principal, other

administrators, and nal-bilingual immersion staff. This support

is based on a knowledge of the program, and is demonstrated: (a)

through a desire for the program to succeed by an expenditure of

resources that is comparable to other educational programs 'n the

school, (b) by devoting attention to promoting acceptance of the

4
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Ediscn's Bilingual Immersion Program

program roam the ommunity and other school staff, and (c) by

closely integrating the structure and function of the bilingual

immersion program with the total school program.

11. jamitjaniuxUartmszajairmationants. This refers to the

promotion of positive interactions between tsmchers and students

and between language-minority and language-majority students,

including the use of cooperative learning methods. Also, teachers

should adapt a "reciprocal interaction model" instead of adhering

solely to the "traditional transmission soda" of teaching.

12. likfiLagailm jagnistigliamgmeng. Students receive their

instruction from certified teachers. They are exposed toanumber

of teachers who have native or native-like ability in either or

both of the language(s) in which they are teaching. Teachers,

although bilingual, may assume monolingual roles when interacting

with students.

13. Nagabstcgamlagtvgatign. Parental involvement and collaboration

with the school enhances educational outcomes.

In conclusion, studies have indicated that programs can be designed to

simultaneously meet the needs of language-minority and language-majority

students by combining the best features of immersion and bilingual education

programs. Bilingual immersion programs have served the needs of both native

English speakers and native speakers of other languages, and have resulted

in language proficiency in both the other language and in Englidh, academic

achievement at or above grade level as measured in both languages, and

enhanced psychosocial development and cross-cultural attitudes. In doing

so, these programs helped to develop citizens who were 'letter prepared to

strengthen bonds of national unity in a time of grading ethnic and

linguistic diversity, and who were better able to meet the mounting

pressures of international competition in a multilingual world where the

knowledge of languages other than English is essential.

EISCREFEBNICE THE 'DIMS PROMS

kENCIBLIUMUSy

The Edison Instructional Program Task Force was formed cn March 25,

1985, to: (1) review the instructional program at Edison School; (2)

=amine instructional programs of comparable schools (especially those that

5



Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

have been recognized for their e3coallenoe); (3) review the latest research

relevant to bilingual instruction and second language acquisition; (4)

address the status of Edison School as a segregated school; and (5) prepare

a proposal to the Board of Education with regard to a redompande

instructional program (Edison Schoca Task Ebro., 1985).

The Task ibrce met a number of times war a ten-month period, daring

Which its members reed reports, met with experts in second language

education, visited nationally recognized "modal" bilingual elementary

schools, and consulted with staff of the Center for Language Education and

Research (CLEAR) and the California State Department of Plc' tics. The Tadk

Force reommmadedtbe implementation of a bilingual immorsim program at the

kindergarten and first-grade levels because it was considered the most

promising model to promote high levels of bilingualism, biliteracy, academic

achievement, and positive cross-cultural atitudes.

kmaxasGoals

The goals of the bilingual immersion program were to produce:

1. Normal to superior academic achievement in Spanish and English;

2. Development of proficient bilingual and biliterate skills in

English and Spanish;

3. High levels of self cacetence; and

4. Positive cross-cultural attitudes.

BSSO3MLINLW3

The program was designed in conoordanoe with the successful ten-year

Spanish/English Bilingual immersion Program in the San Diego City Schools.

The specific instructional approadh was developed in consultation with

CLEAR, the California State Department of Education, the San Diego City

Schools, and the Edison Task Faroe. Its instructional design was based on a

careful review of the literature an successful bilingual and immersion

eduartion programs in the United States and Canada as discussed previously.

The specific articulation of the bilingual inearsia: program included

four classrooms: two in each of the kindergarten and first-grade levels.

In each grade, two classes were bilingual immersion classrooms and the other

was a non-bilingual immersion mainstream classroom. The program was

administered by the school principal, with oversight and administrative

assistance provided by the school's Title VII Program Specialist.

6

16



kw,.4,11

,ikt;

livk atiiit-oVvi

\\-4
tt

1,

ItV

1);
Vkiiksk

5

Vectily,

ft.
vt..

t&\xttok,

\gt

\so\

ipt,tvti



Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

enrolling their children in a new program. Several approach es were used to

recruit students.

A brochure was produced in Spanish and English to provide parents and

comunity members with Information about the bilingual immersion program.

The brochure attained the following information: A concrete definition of

bilingual immersion education, the percentage of use of the two languages

within the program, the instructionl design, the goals of the program, the
advantages of this type of educational program, and a consent form.

In addition, the Edison 1985-86 academic year principal and the Title

VII coordinator visited preschools and PTA meetings to talk with parents

about the bilingual immersion program. Edison and CIFAR staff met on

rumercus occasions with parents wino were interested in the program and

wanted acre information.

In the beginning of the fall, 1986 semester, the Title VII coordinator

met with many of the parents to dismiss the bilingual immersion program and
answer questions. In addition, for the first two days, parents were invited

to attend an informal get-together to discuss the program. At these

meetings, Edison and Mtn staff provided the parents with additional

information. Media coverage during the first weeks of the fall semester was

used to publicize the program and to assist in the recruiting strategy.

In the spring, 1986 semester, Edison began another recruitment and

public relations effort. Fliers advertising classroom visitations in the

bilingual immersion classrooms were sent to prosrxactive parents and

preschools. Interested individuals could visit the classrooms on Thursday

mornings frog 10:00 - 12:00. A amber of individuals visited the various

classroom. 'Also, as an innovative recruitment strategy, Edison teachers

and the principal designed a T-shirt that was sold to the students at Edison
and other interested individuals. The T -shirt read an the front, "I.

mom= =mum AT EDISC01," and an the back, Ityo wit Eastaliz EN
EDISON."

Enrollment into the bilingual immersion prugram was voluntary and

required the parent's signature on a consent form. Students not placed in

the bilingual immersion program were enrolled into the regular mainstream

elucaticre1 program at Edison.

8
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Table 1

Classroom Cospositicn:

Limited English Proficient (IEP) vs. Fluent English Proficient (FEP)

LIDASUIrtatiP

lap (% PEP ( %) Ti Ita

Class 1 17 (61) 11 (39) 28

Class 2 19 (63) 11 (37) 30

Totals 36 (62) 22 (38) 58

Fes:
Class 3 19 (70) 8 (30) 27

Class 4 18 (67) 9 (33) 27

Totals 37 (69) 17 (31) 54

10
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

kindergarten level, 4 (7%) PEPS were Spanish/English bilinguals, and at the

first-grade level, 10 (18%) PEPS were Spanish/English bilinguals.

211111221223B2MLAK2daticl3

In summary, the bilingual immersion program at Ediean Elementary eohool

sought to incorporate a number of elements known to betprement in successful

bilingual immersion programs. The program integrated language instruction

with content instruction in the traditional academic areas, and provided for

integrated classrooms with respect to language proficiency. Parents were

involved in a positive collaborative relationship with teachers and

adiinistrators, and efforts were sleds to develop a positive social climate

for the program within the sobool.

MENICCOLOW

EMBIS1121381M221

The evaluation model, adapted from CUmmins (1979) and Cortes (1986),

was an interaction model with three main components: (1) Home Background

Factors, or the roc- school familial chsracteristics that affect the school

contact; (2) School Context, including two aspects of the school educational

process (Instructional Characteristics, including instructional features,

curriculum, and teaching styles; and Student Characteristics, including

skills, strategies, attitudes, motivation and psychological functioning);

and (3) Program Outcomes, including language proficiency, academic

achievement, and psychoeocial performince.

The evaluation model is illustrated in Figure, 1. This is a complex

model where many factors help to determine program outcomes. For example,

the Bow Background Factors influence the School Context components.

Instructional Characteristics, in like manner, are related to Student

Characteristics. It is the interrelationships among these different

variables that influence Program Cuteness. This model served as the

frammork for formulating and testing hypotheses.

The focus of this report is an describing each component separately.

Lindholm (forthcoming) presents information related to had the variables

interact to produce particular program outonms.
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HOME BACKGROUND FACTORS

Language Use/Exposure to 12
Parents' educational background
Home literacy
Homework help
Attitudes toward program
Parental Participation

IP

Instructional Characteristics]

Positive teacher-student
interactions

Comprehensible L2 input
Challenging L1 input
Integration of content/
language

Ratio of Spanish:English
students

Number of hours of Aide
instruction

Cooperative learning
Separation of languages
for instruction

Integration of Spanish
and English students
during interaction

SCHOOL CONTEXT

4-

EtgGent Characteristics

Oral proficiency in English
Oral proficiency in Spanish
Academic/readiness skills

in L1
Perceived competence
Language aptitude

OUTCOMES

Spanish proficiency
English proficiency
Academic achievement
Perceived competence
Attitudes toward 1,1/L2

Figure 1. Evaluation Model Depicting the Variables and Their Proposed
Relationships.
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Effda1132111211AVAIME

1. Student Characteristics:

a. What are the students' language abilities and school performance

as rated by their parents?

b. Mid:percentage of students attundmirnsecbcol?

2. Hams Background ?Actors:

a. What are the education and occupation levels and language skills

of the parents? Haw are they related to the language skills of

their children?

3. Language and Li Behaviors in the Hams:

a. What language(s) is (are) used in the home?

b. How often are children read to by their parents? Do parents

differ in whether they read to their children by language

background (native Spanish vs. native English speakers) or grade

(kindergarten vs. first)?

C. What reading materials and what languages are used when parents

read to their children?

d. How frequently do families use the library?

e. How frequently do parents help their children with hcamwork?

4. Language Proficiency:

a. How does the level of second language proficiency change after one

year of Spanish instructian?

b. How does this level of first language proficiency change after one

year of Spanish instruction?

5. Achievement:

a. What are the levels of math and reading achievement in Spanish?

b. What are the levels of meth and reading (and language, in first

grade) achievement in English? Are there performance diffmrences

between bilingual versus met-bilingual immersion program

participants in math and reading achievement in English?

C4 Are there achievement differences related to the grade level of

the student (kindergarten vs. first crude) or native language

background of the student (engliehl vs. Spanish)?

13
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

6. Perceived Self Capetence:

a. What are the levels of academic, peer, physical and maternal/child

relationship competencies?

b. Do the students' self-assessments vary according to the grade

level (l cindergarten vs. first) or native language tackgeound

(Spanish vs. English) of the students?

7. Attitudes toward the bilingual immersion program:

a. What are the parents' attitudes toward the bilingual immersion

program?

b. What are the students' impressions of the bilingual immersion

program?

c. What are the Edison bilingual immersion staffs members' attitudes

toward the bilingual immersion program?

Et8E8L1MillVidEID

The design of the study utilized both survey and experimental

components. In terms of the survey amixnents, students' academic

achievement was assessed at the end of the school year; parents completed a

written interview schedule; and teachers and program administrators

completed an evaluation questionnaire at the end of the school year.

The research design for the outcome evaluation was a 2 (grade level:

kindergarten vs. first) x 2 (language group: Spanish vs. English) factorial

design. For achievement test data in English, there was an additional

factor of education group (bilingual immersion vs. inn-bilingual immersion) .

For these latter data, then, the design was a 2 (grade level: kindergarten

vs. first) x 3 (educational grow: Spanish bilingual immersion vs. English

bilingual imam:oda:vs. non-bilingual immearsica) factorial design.

2284213312112=2013tE

Atudialimas

In the first year, a total of 112 students participated in the
kairaugimatiggLansimuasigumb. Of these 112 students, 58 were

kindergartners and 54 were first graders. In the two kirmkunperten classes,

36 (62%) were native Spanish speakers, 18 (31%) were native English

speakers, and 4 (7%) were Spanish/English bilinguals. The trio first grade

classes contained 37 (69%) native Spanish-speaking students, 7 (13%) native

English-waking students and 10 (18%) Spanish/English bilingual students.

14



Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

In a parental questionnaire (see questionnaire description under

"Ineaumentation"), 83 parents provided information about the children's

preschool attendance, language ability, and school performance.

As Table 2 shows, lest of the students attended preschool with

slightly mere first graders than kindergartners having gone to preschool.

In terms of their language ability, almost all of the English speakers were

rated as having more English than Spanish abilities. Of the Spanish -

speaking students, approximately 25% were rated as bilingual and the

remainder were rated as having more Spanish than English language skills.

Whom the parents were asked whether their children had difficulty in

understanding them When they used their native language, about 50% of the

parents replied "never," most of the remainder responded "sometimes," and

only a few parents indicated "often." Finally, in rating their children's

school performance, most parents felt their children were doing "well" or

"extremely well" and only a few said "average."

A sample of 39 LEP and ED students not enrolled in the bilingual

imsersicri program formed a ccntrol group en the English academic achievement

test (CTBS-U). This group was comprised of 20 kindergartners and 19 first

graders.

Parent Sale

A total of 83 parents responded to the parental questionnaire. The

parental questicnnaire asked questions relating to the education level,

occupation, Spanish and &iglish ability, cemmunity involvement, and other

parental characteristics. These data are presented in Table 3.

Occqpftionwas classified using the Hollingshead (1965) Index of Social

Position. This scale provided a numeric score far each type of job

classification for statistical analysis. The mean occupation levels were

4.1 for fathers and 5.7 for mothers.

TWo0wey analyses of variance assessed whether the education levels of

parents differed according to the grade level and Imnpageksickgrcund of the

student. Spanish- and English-masking tethers differed in their levels of

e ducation. Erqllatrepeeldnta and kindergarten fathers had more years of

W heeling than Spanish-epeaking fathers (r(1m) - 34.4, p < .001) and

first-grade fathers (F(1,82) - 4.5, p < .05), respectively. Similarly,

English - speaking and kindergarten mothers had mere years of schooling than

15
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Table 2

Percentages of Selected Student Characteristics

English
Kindergartners

Spanish
(DEB14) ( D,E28)

First Graders
English Spanish
(n 4) (1137)

Student Characteristics

1. Attended preschool 71.4% 80.1% 100.0% 80 0%

2. Child's language ability:
English better than Spanish 78.5 0.0 75.0 9.0
Spanish better than English 14.3 78.6 25.0 60.6
Bilingual 7.1 21.4 0.0 30.3

3. Difficulty understanding Ll:
Never 64.3 50.0 66.6 46.0
Sometimes 28.6 46.4 33.3 43.2
Often 7.1 3.6 0.0 10.8

4. Rating of school performance:
Well to Extremely well 71.4 85.7 100.0 91.9
Average 28.6 14.3 0.0 5.4
Poorly to Very poorly 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7

16
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Table 3

Means and Percentages of Particular Parent Characteristics

Kindergartners
English Spanish
(17114) (feig28)

First Graders
English Spanish

(Dmil) (D07)

Total

( ..93)

BUZSIILCUMtErutfittge
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

1. Oocupation-Father 3.1 2.1 4.5 2.4 2.6 3.3 2.7 4.3 4.1 2.5
2. Oocupatian-Nother 4.4 2.3 5.6 2.5 4.0 2.0 6.4 1.0 5.7 2.1
3. Education - Father 12.4 5.1 6.6 4.6 16.5 2.1 5.3 4.3 7.5 5.4
4. Educatice-nother 12.9 3.1 6.7 4.5 15.5 3.1 6.1 3.1 7.9 4.7
5. Spanish language skills 3.1 1.3 4.4 1.6 3.0 1.4 4.8 0.5 4.3 1.3
6. English language skills 4.4 1.2 1.9 0.9 4.0 1.4 2.1 1.1 2.5 1.4

Percent Percent Percent Percent
1. Education- Father:

K-3 0.0% 24.4% 0.0% 28.0%
4-9 7.7 50.4 0.0 49.6
10-12 38.5 18.0 0.0 14.0
College 53.8 7.2 100.0 8.4

2. Education - Mother:

K-3 0.0 25.2 0.0 19.6
4-r 7.7 56.8 0.0 60.8
10-12 38.5 7.2 0.0 14.0
College 53.8 10.8 A3.0 5.6

3. Where educated:
U.S. 76.9 7.4 50.0 12.1
Other 23.1 92.6 50.0 87.9

4. Spanish ability:
Cannot/a little 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Ommunicate basic ideas 21.4 4.0 25.0 5.4
Almost native/native 28.6 96.0 25.0 94.6

5. English ability:
Cannot/a little 7.1 76.9 25.0 64.9
Cam basic ideas 7.1 19.2 0.0 24.3
Almost native/Native 85.8 3.8 75.0 10.8

6. Cam unity Involvement:
School committees 21.4 15.4 0.0 10.8
Churdh 7.1 19.2 0.0 18.9
Neighborhocd/Other 28.6 7.7 25.0 2.7
COmbination 21.4 7.7 50.0 13.5
None 21.4 50.0 25.0 54.1

7. Level of school expect
Child to complete:
High school 14.3 8.0 0.0 8.7
College 85.7 92.0 100.0 91.7

ate. The Hollingshead occupation scale ranged from 1 (higher executive and major
professionals) to 7 (unskilled and uneuployed). Education refers to nuMber of
years of schooling completed.

17
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Spanish-speaking mothers (F(1,82) 2. 47.8, p < .001) and first-grade mothers

(F(1,82) = 5.3, p < .05), respectively. English-speaking fathers and

mothers were more likely to have gone to college and to have completed high

school than were Spanish-speaking parents. About one fourth of the

Spanish - speaking parents received Qrse years of education or less, and

another half never entered high school. These differences in level of

education among the parents are important to recognize because researdh has

shown that the educational level of the parent is highly correlated with

student academic achievement McGowan & Johnson, 1984). Finally, most of

the Spanish-speaking parents were edOcated in Mexico while tht majority of

English- speaking parents ware educated in the U.S.

Not surprisingly, the Spanish-speaking parents had more proficient

skills in Spanish than the English-Amain; parents (F(1,82) = 20.6, p <

.001), and the English-speaking parents were more proficient in English

than the Spanish-speaking parents (F(1,82) M. 65.0, p < .001). Approximately

204 of the parents could at least communicate basic ideas in the non-native

language, whereas over 50% could only communicate a little or not at all in

the non-native language.

Concerning parents' expectation of the amount of schooling their child

would complete, almost all (85% to 100%) parents replied that they wanted

their child to go to college. No parents responded that they expected less

than a high school graduation. Thus, all of the parents held high academic

expectations for their children.

LempuLoe and Literacy-Related Behaviors in the Home

Information about language and literacy-related behaviors in the home

was also obtained from the parent questionnaire. Table 4 shows that,

overall, English was most likely to be used in English-speaking homes and

Spanish in Spanish- speaking names. In a few homes, both English and Spanish

were spoken; and in one home, a language other than English or Spanish was

used. Overall, few children were exposed to their second language in the

home environment.

Several questions dealt with the parents' literacy interactions with

the children. When asked whether they read to their children, most of the

parents responded "yes," except for the Spanish-speaking kindergarten

parents, where only 69% replied "yes." However, the frequency with which

18



Table 4

Percentage of Families Engaging in Particular LLnguage and Literacy-Related Behaviors

Kindergartners
English Spanish
(7314) (rr28)

First Graders
English Spanish

(D14) CD-37)

Language use in ham
Only Spanish 7.1% 66.7% 25.0% 69.4%
Mostly Spanish 0.0 25.9 0.0 8.3
Spanish and English 14.3 7.4 0.0 22.2
Mostly English 28.6 0,3 50.0 0.0
Only English 42.9 0.0 25.0 0.0
Other 7.1 0.0 0.0 0,0

Read to child: 92.e 69.2 100.0 88.9

Frequency read to child:
Daily 69.2 15.8 25.0 31.4
Once/twice week 23.1 36.8 50.0 37.1
Once in a while 7.7 47.4 25.0 31.4

What read to child:
Children's books 63.6 73.7 33.3 40.0
Books 9.1 15.8 0.0 43.3
Other 0.0 5.3 0.0 6.7
CoMbination 27.3 5.3 67.6 10.0

Language read to child in:
Spanish 7.7 8? 6 25.0 85.3
English 61.5 0.0 25.0 2.9
Both 23.1 17.4 50.0 11.8
Other 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Family uses library: 64.3 42.3 100.0 50.0

Homework help:
Daily 71.4 44.4 75.0 55.6
Once a month 28.6 51.9 25.0 36.1
Never 0 . 0 3.7 0.0 8.3

19
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Edison's Bilingual immersion Program

the parents read to their Children varied among the parents: English-

speaking parents Omen i 3.8) read to their children more frequently than

Spanish-speaking parents Oman ms 2.7) (F(1,82) i 11.2, p < .01). Overall,

though, the large majority of parents read at least once a week to their

Children. Abet of these parents read "Children's books" or a "oceibination"

of reading materials. Also, most parents read to their children in their

native language, and a few parents read in both Spanish and Englist. There

was no difference between parents in the frequency with which they used the

library.

Zratiamentatice
licin_Bard2=10d_Omationnio

The lime Background Questionnaire was developed by CLEAR staff to

obtain information about: (1) the parents' educational backgrounds, (2)

the parents' ability to speak Spanish and English, (3) the language

interaction patterns between the Child and various family members, (4) the

pare: s' satisfaction with the bilingual immersion program, (5) the

parents' ratings of their children's cognitive skills, (6) the literacy

materials in the home in each language, and (7) the extent to which parents

encouraged literacy in their children. The questionnaire was completed in

either an Englith or a Spanish version, depending an the language facility

of the parents.

BiLiDEGMLUIBM11k11202:iffgrANBatiSIODake

The aligaga_lonstaiglintivatswejannare was adapted from the

California State Department of Education's Bilingual Immersion Project

Teacher Questionnaire (Spring, 1986). 'Me purpose of this questionnaire was

to collect information relating to the teachers' and principals': (1)

teaching authorization and experience; (2) in-servioe training; (3)

satisfaction with the bilingual immersion program; (4) development of

materials in Spanish; (5) impressions of the constraints to teaching in a

bilingual izzoarsion program; and (6) knowledge and attitudes toward

bilingual education and the education of language minority students.

02112231b1DILMUNEULQUAMirrAkiULEZEIS

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills. FOrm U (CIBEKT) was a series

of norm-referenced tests for grades Ip-12 (Commehensive Tests of Basic

Skills: ftaminer's Manual, 1981a, 1981b,). The series was designed to
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'Namur* achievement in English in the basic skills normally found in U.S.

curricula (i.e., reading, spelling, language, mathematics, reference skills,

science, and social studies). Level A (Mndergarten) contained tests in two

basic content areas: Reading and asthmatics. These content areas were

assessed in five separate subtests: (1) Visual Recognition, (2) Sound

Recognition, (3) Vocabulary, (4) Oral Omprehensicn, and (5) Mathematics

Concepts and Applications.

Level C (Grade 1) of the CMS-U included tests in three basic content

areas: Reading, language and asthmatics. These content areas were

measured in six separate subtexts: (1) Word Attack, (2) Vocabulary, (3)

Reading Cceprehensian, (4) language Expression, (5) Mathematics Computation,

and (6) Mathematics Concepts and Applications.

Norms on these tests were based on fall and spring national samples of

students in the U.S. The combined fall and springnacaing samples contained

apprcodmately 250,000 students in Grades Kthrcugh 12 from public, Catholic,

and private schools. In this'll:arming simple, 6.1% of the students cane from

hams in ubidh a language other than English was spoken most of the time

(mosCTIS Diner's Manual, 1981a, 1981b).

Omprehersive Test of Basic Skills-Espanol

The Caqprehensive Test of Basic Skills-Emariol (CTBS-Espanol) was a

Spanish language adaptation of the English C7BS-S Reading and Mathematics

adhievemmt tests far grades 1-8 (Coarrehensive Test of Basic Skills-

Espanol: Examiner's Manual, 1978). It was developed by the Norwalk-La

Mirada Unified School District in Southern California and consisted of five

subtests: (1) Word Recognition I, (2) Word Recognition II, (3) Reading

Coaprehensicn, (4) Mathematics Concepts and Applications, and (5)

Mathematics Computation.

In the standardization of the CMS-Espanol, approximately 8,000

Spanish- speaking students in the United States took both the Spanish version

and the English version (i.e., the CTBS-S). 7be =ming information an the

CISS-Espanol was developed in term of the national norms for the CTBS-S.

Thus, the nom tables provided an estimate of the raw score that a student

would have Obtained an the C1 -S, based on his ar her raw more on the

CM-Espanol, assuming basic competency in Engliah and Spanish. This

estimate was then compared to CMS-S norm. Similarly, the percentiles were
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not for the CTES-Eepeol; rather, assuming &basic competency in Engliah and

Spanidh, they were estimates of the percentile a student with a given raw

score an the CIBS-Espediol would have received if the C1 -S had boen taken.

ILL213a1LBUSIThialUbillair'Sgi4"1"6.621
"MbeijiMaigia."2.111"gra Mange) consisted of

a series of progressive tests designed to memeure academic achievement in

1984). LaGrades K-9 for native Spanish speaker's (Cole, Trent & Nadel',

Webs ides administered in Spanidh and assessed students' progress in the

basic skills of reading, larquage, methematics, social studies, and edema.
Llamas level 6 was designed primarily for kindergarten students; level 7

was designed primarily far first grade students.

Levels 6 and ?measured basic skills in reading and settemtics via

five subteste: (1) Beading Canprehensice, (2) Vocabulary, (3) Word Study

Skills, (4) Mathematics Cempltation, and (5) Mathematics Problem Solving.

National norms were not developed largely because of the diverse and uneven

distribution of Spenish-literate students in the United States. Instead,

local reference group norms were developed. The norms used in this report

were developed from testing 9,587 students in the Soutlimmstern United States

in kindergarten through eighth grade.

DitliMaintaa1018123
The BilinglielitalteaLIMain (Ism assessed students' (in grades N-2)

mastery of basic oral syntactic structures in both English and Spanish

using cartoon-like pictures and simple questions to elicit natural speech

patterns (Burt, Dulay 6 Herlandez, 1976a,b). Scoring placed the students on

a range from 1 to 6, with 1 carresponling to *no ability" in the language,

and 6 representing 'mastery." The test also categorized students into one

of three proficiency levels in either or both langueges: (1) A score of 1

or 2 yielded a classification of NonAmliskiProficient (NEP) or Mtn-Spanish

Proficient ( OP); (2) A score of 3, 4, or 5 produced the classification of

Limited EngliFlh Proficient (IEP) or Limited Spanish Proficient (LSP) ; and

(3) A soors of 6 yieldsdaclassificaticri of Fluent English Proficient (FEP)

or Fluent Spanish Proficient (FSP) .

MM-PreArgiergalin
The MiLiggLisatesx_210 (IPT) placed students in one of seven oral

language proficiency lmaresftxmiteginring to mesteirand assisted in the
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classification of students according to relative levels of bilingualism

(Ballard, Tighe, & Dalton, 1982; Dalton, 1980). The test was individually

mdministered in both MOW) and Spanish, and meamured four basic areas of

oral language proficiency: Vocabulary, ocseprehensicn, syntax, and verbal

expression. With six levels of difficulty, the student could advance level-

bp-level until the test was ccapleted, or stop at the proficiency level

indicated by his or her perfarmance. Also, as with the BSK, the IPT scores

could be converted to the same three language proficiency categories: (1)

Nan - English Proficiency (NEP) and Nair- Spanish Proficiency (NSP) were

obtained when kindergartners scored a 1, or when first and second graders

scored a 1 or 2; (2) Limited English Proficiency (LE) and Limited Spanish

Proficiency (LSP) were given to kindergartners with a score of 2, first

graders with a score of 3, or second graders with scores of 3 or 4; and (3)

Fluent English Proficiency (PEP) and Fluent Spanish Proficiency (FSP) were

assigned to kindergartners who scored a 3 or higher, to first graders who

moored a 4 or higher, and to sexed graders who moored a 5 or 6.

fitsistr081118XliAMSINE11212rACCABILLILIKAM

The atriagtsraLlemagsgmaaticiLlistrix (SOUK) tom a rating

scale, developed by the California State Department of Education, that

assessed Children's Spanish oral language proficiency an a scale of 1 to 5

for five domains: (1) Cceprehension, (2) Fluency, (3) Vocabulary, (4)

Pronunciation, and (5) Crammer. Pmechers did not administer a test, but

reflected an the students' language abilities after extensive interacticns

with the student in a number of different situational contexts. The SOLON

resembles a matrix, with the five domains listed down the left-hand side of

the matrix; in each domain there are five different levels of ability. The

ability levels are described in boxes going across the page; each box

represents a description of language behavior ability appropriate for a

particular domain (e.g., grammar at ability level 2: "Grammar and word order

errors mks ocepretsamica difficult. Mast often rephrase or restrict what

is said to basic patterns.") The scores ranged from 1, representing almost

no ability, to 5, designating monolingual native speaker ability for each

domain.
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perceivedammtmxxiScale

The P ctorial Scale of Perceived Omcataroe and Social Aooectance for
191=AdldNIND (Perceived COmpetenos Scale) was a self-report instrument

that 'assured the child's sense of competence across four domains

( xnelitive, physical, peer and meternal), where each domain constituted a

separate submcale of six items (Barter & Pike, 1983, 1984). Two

overlapping vendors of this individually administered scale were used, one

for idixborgul2wons and one for first and second graders. The cognitive

ocmpeamvedcmein contained a number of scholastic skills for first graders

and rudimentary skills for kindergmAxems; the social competence subscale

assessed the student's relationdhip with his or her peers; the physical

competence submcale foamed an copetancy in 'ports and outdoor games; and

the maternalddld relaticeehip competence &main consisted of particular

maternal activities or behaviors that mc.chers image in with four- to sever

year olds. Each of the 24 it was pictorially represented in a bound

booklet of pictures. The child was read a brief statement about each child

in the picture. Be or she was first asked to pick the child who was sort

like him or her, and then to indicate, by pointing to the appropriate

circle, whether that child was a lot like him or her (the big circle), or
just a little like him or her (the smaller circle). Items were scored from

1 (low completexx* to 4 (hick competence) .

Validity Clerks

As noted above, much of the instrumentation was redundant in the sense

that different scales assessed similar achievement skills and abilities.

Positive relationships among these scales, therefore, indicated convergent

validity among the various measures. In particular, both the BSK and the

IFT were used to classify students' align& and Spanish language

proficiencies, and the SOLOK obtained teachers' ratings for students'

Spanish language proficiency in four as (Oral Comprehension, Fluency,

Vocabulary, and Grammar.

Not surprisingly, Spanish BS 'f- Pre -Test and Spanish 834-142e..-Test scores

were highly related Cr .91, p < .001); and the Spabwih BSM-Post-Test was

significantly related to the Spanish IFT score Cr al .51, p <.001) and the

SOLON 'Mal score Cr al .75, p < .001). The correlation between the SOLE

total score and the BSK-Post -Test mores was similar to the correlaticms
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Edison's Bilingual immersion Program
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The Student Oral Language Observation Matrix (93100 consisted of

teachers' evaluations of students' oral language proficiency in Spanish in

five domains. Average rankings for the kinimIsirtml and first-grade

children are presented in Table 5 and Figure 2. These data are presented

separately for English dominant and dominant students.

From inspection of Table 5 and Figure 2, it is clear that teachers

evaluated the Spanish language ability of the Spanish-daninant childmelmuch

higher than that of the English-dominant children. This was true in both

grade levels. Interestingly, English- dominant chilezen tended to have
higher rankings An amprehensicei and promumiation than in fluency,

vocabulary, or grammar.

21211202ticknaYika

The Idea Proficiency Test examined students' language proficiency in

both English and Spanish. Scores from the IP1' were also used to categorize

students, in terms of their language proficiency in each language, into one

of three groups (non-proficient, limited proficient, and fluent proficient).

Thus, each student was classified into one of three proficiency groups in

both their dominant and nom-dominant languages. Results are presented in

Table 6.

Here, students consistently had superior soores in their dominant

language. Maxi the kindergarten students, for example, 73% of the English-

dominant, and 35% of the Spanish- dominant students were classified into the

"fluent proficient" category (far their language of dominance) . For the

first graham, the corresponding percentages were 100% and 54%.

Spanish-dominant students also tended to be acre proficient in their

second language than English-dcminant students in theirs. In the
kindergarten, 40% of the English-dadinant students, compared to 31% of the

Spanish-dalinant students, wire classified as "non-proficiert" in their

respective mecand language. Pbr the first graders, 100% of the English-

dominant students, compered to 49% of the Spanish-dasinant students, were

classified as "non-proficient" in their respective second language.
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Table 5

Mean SOLOM Ratings (and Standard Deviations) by Grade

For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten First Grade

SOLOM Domain English Spanish English Spanish
(11-18) (n-38) (n-7) (n=44)

Oral Comprehension 2.4(1.3) 4.9(0.2) 2.0(1.7) 4.8(0.4)

Fluency 1.7(0.9) 4.8(0.4) 1.7(1.5) 4.6(0.7)

Vocabulary 1.9(1.1) 4.5(0.6) 1.9(1.6) 4.5(0.5)

Pronunciation 2.1(1.2) 4.4(0.8) 3.3(1.6) 4.9(0.3)

Grammar 1.7(0.9) 4.4(0.7) 1.9(1.6) 4.8(0.4)

Note. The SOLOM domain scores are based on teacher ratings
of students' Spanish language proficiency (1 = "almost no
ability" to 5 = "monolingual native speaker ability").
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Table 6

Oral Language Proficiency After One Year: Findings From the

Idea Proficiency Test By Grade and Language Group

ginderaarten (n's & Vs)

TotalFirst Language English Spanish

Non-Proficient 0 (0.0) 1 (3.4) 1 (2.3)

Limited Proficient 4 (26.7) 12 (41.4) 16 (36.4)

Fluent Proficient 11 (73.3) 16 (55.2) 27 (61.4)

IPT Mean (SD) 3.9 (1.6) 2.9 (1.1)

Second Language English Spanish Total

Non-Proficient 6 (40.0) 9 (31.0) 15 (34.1)

Limited Proficient 8 (53.3) 16 (55.2) 24 (54.5)

Fluent Proficient 1 (6.7) 4 (13.8) 5 (11.4)

IPT Mean (SD) 1.7 (0.8) 1.9 (0.7)

First Grade (n's & Vs)

First Lanauaae English Spanish Total

Non-Proficient 0 (0.0) 4 (9.3) 4 (8.2)

Limited Proficient 0 (0.0) 16 (37.2) 16 (32.7)

Fluent Proficient 6 (100.0) 23 (53.5) 29 (59.2)

IPT Mean (SD) 5.5 (1.4) 4.0 (1.5)

Second Language English Spanish Total

Non-Proficient 6 (100.0) 21 (48.8) 27 (55.1)

Limited Proficient 0 (0.0) 12 (27.9) 12 (24.5)

Fluent Proficient 0 (0.0) 10 (23.3) 10 (20.4)

IPT Mean (SD) 1.8 (0.4) 2.7 (0.9)

Note. Proficiency classifications are based on IPT scores.
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Edison's Bilingual immersion Program

ACAldellakiliMONW2MialLilaingas).

Tbe results from La Prudba Riverside de Realizacidm an Espeol, the

Spanish language adhievement test that assessed reading and math performance

(as well as a composite score), are presented in ':able 7. Mean scores,

percentile rankings, and stanine scores are presented separately for

kindergarten and first grade, and separately for English-daninant and

Spanish-dcminant students. Figure 3 graphically presents the percentile

ranks for the reading, math and composite scores for the kindergarten and

first grads students.

Findings from LaEgyebe clearly indicated that students performed at

average or above average levels (all of the stanine scores were 5 or above;

and the percentile ranks were 49 or above). Most noteworthy was the

performance of the English-dcminant first graders in math, where their score

was equivalent to a percentile rank of 83.

In addition, each of the scales in Larizate consisted of several

subscales. Table 8 presents the subscales in reading (i.e., comprehension,

vocabulary, and word study skills) and mathematics (i.e., computation and

problem solving), and the percentages of "correct responses" for each

subscale. In concert with the findings for the mean scores fran La Prueba,

students correctly answered over half of the items on each subscale of the

test. This level of performance =responded to an "average" performance on

all subscales, according to conversion tables provided by the test

developers (see Cole et al., 1984).

One-way analyses of variance were conducted for each grade level on

each of the three total scores to test for main effect of language grasp

(Spanish vs. English). On all six of the A) VAS, there were no significant

differences between the Spanish and English speakers at either the

kindergarten or first-grade

Language Proficiency and Academic Achievement Gains

In order to ascertain gains in language proficiency and academic

achievement for the bilingual immersion students, pre- and post-tests were

obtained on the Bilingual Syntax Measure and the C116-EMpanol. Also,

comparisan data were available from a control group of students who were

not enrolled in the bilingual immersion program on the CTBS-4U.
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Table 7

La Prueba Mean Achievement Scores by Grade

lor Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten

Totals

English

Mean (SDI Wink Stanine

Spanish

Staninemgpn (SD) Ennis

Reading 19.0 (2.8) 49 5 19.3 (4.3) 49 5

Math 19.1 (2.9) 62 6 18.0 (3.5) D3 5

Composite 19.3 (2.1) 55 5 le.' (3.3) 55 5

First Grade

English Spanish

Mean (SD) Rank Stanine Mean (SQL Rank Stanine

Totals

Reading 21.9 (3.0) 68 6 22.0 (4.2; 68 6

Math 21.9 (2.4) 33 7 13.8 (4.8) 64 5

Composite 22.1 (1.9) 76 6 21.1 (400) 74 6

Rote. Ranks are percentile ranks; stanines have a potential
range of 1 to 9 with a stanine equal to 5 considered "average."
n's for English speaking students were 16 and 17 for kindergarten
and first grade, respectively; n's for Spanish speaking students
were 37 and 37 for kindergarten and first grade, respectively.
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Table 8

La Prueba Percentages Correct by Grade

For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

/Aiding

Kindergarten

English Spanish
(n=16) (12-37)

Comprehension 72.3 77.6

Vocabulary 65.6 59.5

Word Study Skills 81.0 82.1

Mathematics

Computation 84.6 76.3

Problem Solving 64.4 65.5

Reading

First Grade

English
(n=17)

Spanish
(1-37)

Comprehension 85.6 81.6

Vocabulary 61.2 74.1

Word Study Skills 80.5 76.3

Mathematics

Computation 89.2 81.3

Problem Solving 85.7 76.8

Vote. Reading totals, math totals, and the composite totals
are presented in Table [5, preceding]. All "percent correct"
figures convert to "average" rankings according to norms for the
La Prueba Achievement Test.
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BilbseALZTO2Litiaasum

The Bilingual Syntax Measure OW assessed oral mastery in both

Spanish and English. Pre-test, post-test, and gain scores are presented for

each language by grade and language dominance in Table 9. Figures 4 and 5

provide a graphic representation of the pre-test and post-test 3SM scores

in Spanish and English, respectively.

Although students showed increases tram the pre-test to the post-test

in both English and Spanish, the ally significant increases occurred for:

(1) Spanish dominant IdindoNsmtners in Spanish proficiency; (2) Spanish -

dominant kindergartners in English proficiency; and (3) Spanish-daninant

first graders in English proficiency. Althorn Spanish - dominant and

English-tkmdnant children tended to have higher scores in their language of

danineuxx4 the largest gains in language proficiency occurred for English-

dominant sbei:nts tn Spanish proficiency, and fa: Spanish-daninant students

in Englidh proficiency. In sum, none of the 'heists operienoed a loss in

native language skills and most of the students experierced some gains in

second language skills.

ZIME-Mgabni (First Graders1

The CIBS-Sti.a01 assessed academic achievement in a Spanish language

instrument. Pre- and post-test data were collected for the first graders

pertiO?ating in the biliugual immersion program. Table 10 presents the

pre-_ rt and post -test percentile rankings and stanine scores for English-

Ccainant arra Spentah-dominant students. The percentile ranks for reading

and math pre-teek ardpast-tor; scores are depicted in Figure 6.

According the percentile rankings at the pre-test and the post-test,

students made striking gains in reading and mathematics. Maw the English-

dominant:Oxidate, rankings in reading ranged fran 24 to 71 at the pre-test,

but 63 to 76 at the post-test. Thus, the students were performing above

average at the past-testing In lethematics, their achievement gains were

even more dramatic. Pre-teat rankings in mathematics ranged from 24 to 65,

whereas post-test rankings ranged from 91 to 94. Grade equivalencies also

demonstrated the fact that students began the program at or below grade

level, but finished the program at or above grade level. ficmever, these

results should be interpreted with caution as the sample size was small

(l- 7).

34

44



Table 9

Changes in Bilingual Syntax Measure

by Language Group and Grade

Findergarten

BSM: Spanish Language

English Dominant Spanish ludDiAnt Total

(ns16) (n"39) (ns55)

Pre-Test 1.9 (1.4) 4.2 (0.8) 3.5 (1.4)

Post-Test 2.2 (1.6) 4.6 (0.5) 3.9 (1.5)

Gain 0.3 (0.6) 0.4 (0.7)* 0.4 (0.7)*

BSM: English Language (w14) (ns39) (ns53)

Pre-Test 4.0 (1.4) 1.6 (1.0) 2.2 (1.5)

Post-Test 4.0 (1.4) 2.5 (1.4) 2.9 (1.5)

Gain 0.0 (0.0) 0.9 (1.0)* 0.7 (1.0) *

First Grade

mligftmiant Spanish Dominant Total

BSM: Spanish Language (riss6) (na53) (1=5q)

Pre-Test 2.7 (1.9) 4.9 (0.2) 4.7 (0.9)

Post -Test 3.5 (1.0) 5.0 (0.2) 4.8 (0.6)

Gain 0.8 (1.0) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.4)

BSM: English Language (w4) (D"54) (nm58)

Pre-Test 4.0 (1.4) 2.6 (1.4) 2.7 (1.4)

Post-Test 4.8 (0.5) 3.7 (1.0) 3.8 (1.0)

Gain 0.8 (1.5) 1.1 (1.2)* 1.0 (1.2)*

Sta. BSM range is 1 (little or no ability) to 5 (native
proficiency). Students achieving a 5 on the pre-test were assigned a 5 on
the post-test. Gain scores marked with an asterisk (*) were significant
with p < .001.
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Table 10

First Graders' Achievement Gains on the

CTSS- Espafiol (Rankings and Stanines) by Language Group

Enalish Speakina Students In = 16. 7)

1%.st-Test G.E.

76 6

60 6

63 6

65 6 1.9

94 8

91 8

93 8 2.8

Reading Pre-Test G.E.

Word Recognition I 71 6

Word Recognition II 46 5

Reading Comprehension 24 4

Total 48 5 1.0

Mathematics

Computation 65 6

Concepts 24 4

Total 35 4 0.6

Spanish Speakina Students (n = 38. 34)

Reading Pre-Test G.E. Post-Test G.E.

Word Recognition I 79 7 59 5

Word Recognition II 84 7 75 6

Reading Comprehension 55 5 73 6

Total 82 7 1.5 69 6 2.0

Mathematics

Computation 23 4 75 6

Concepts 33 4 72 6

Total 17 3 0.6 78 7 2.2

Rote. n's in heading are for pre-test and post-test scores,
respectively. Significance of mean differences in the pre-test
and post-test scores are reported in Table 11. Numbers in the
G.E. column are grade equivalencies, and are based on total mean
scores.
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Ediscn's Bilingual Immersion Program

Anong the Spanish - dominant students, equally impressive results were

obtained in mathematics, although the reading percentile rank and stanine

scores tended to decline from the pre -test to the post-test. Grade

equivalencies shared the students performed above grade level in both math

and reading at the post-test.

These gains in terms of percentile rankings, stanines, and grade

equivalencies, were paralleled by gains in mean scores. Mean scores for

each subscale of the C2BEHApela are presented in Table 11.

Bare, English-dominant and Spanish-dcminant first graders scored

significant aohievemsnt gains in every subscale of the C1 - Espanol (Math

Computations: t(42) = 11.8, p < .001; Math Concepts: t(40) - 12.2, p < .001;

Math Total: t(40) = 14.8, p < .001; Word Recognition I: t(40) Sr 6.99, p <

.001; Word Recogniticn II: t(40) = 10.1, p < .001; Beading Comprehension:

t(40) = 15.3, p < .001; Beading Ibtal: t(41) o 13.6, p < .001] (see Table

11).

CTBS-IT: Bilingual- Immersion vs. Nen-Bilimural-nmersion

Bilingual-dissersion students ware compared to a sample of non-

bilingual-immersion students on the CI -U. Far the students,

comparisons were made across three groups (English-anninant bilingual-

inmersicn, Spanish- dominant bilingual-immersion, and non- bilingual-

immersion) for reading and math subecales of the CEBS-U. Findings from

these caparisons are presented in Table 12, and the percentile ranks are

depicted in Figure 7.

The significant differences (all with p < .05) in Table 12 were as

follows: (1) the an Visual Recognition score for the non-bilingual

immersion (Nan -BI) group (15.0) was higher than that for the Spanish

dominant bilingual-immersion (Spanish BI) (11.6), but not higher than the

mean for the English-dcminant bilingual immersion (English BI) (13.6); (2)

the mean Vocabulary score for the Non-BI (11.1) was higher than that for the

Spanish BI (9.3), but not higher than the mean for the English Ea (10.1);

and (3) the mean Math Concepts score was higher for the English BI (9.8)

than for the Spanish BI (7.0), but not higher than the math conoepts score

for the Non-B1 group (8.8).

For the first-grade students, the same ca pariamm were made, as above,

and for additional subscales in language Expressice, Math Computaticn, and a

40
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Table 11

First Graders' Achievement Gains:

CTBS-Espaliol (Means and Standard Deviations) by Language Group

English- Speaking Students (n = 16. 7)

GainReading Pre -Test Post-Test

Word Recognition I 9.7 (5.2) 19.0 (0.0) 9.3*

Word Recognition II 4.7 (3.6) 15.1 (3.6) 10.4**

Reading Comprehension 5.3 (3.9) 20.0 (2.0) 14.7**

Total 19.7 (7.7) 54.1 (5.1) 34.4**

Mathematics

Computation 12.3 (11.2) 29.6 (2.6) 17.3*

Concepts 7.0 (3.4) 21.9 (1.8) 14.9**

Total 19.3 (10.9) 51.4 (3.6) 32.1**

Spanish-Speaking Students (n = 38. 341

gainReading Pre-Test post-Test

Word Recognition I 12.4 (5.5) 17.9 (2.6) 5.5**

Word Recognition II 8.9 (5.5) 17.5 (2.8) 8.6**

Reading Comprehension 7.7 (5.9) 21.9 (2.8) 14.2**

Total 28.3(15.1) 56.4 (9.9) 28.1**

Mathematics

Computation 6.5 (5.7) 24.1 (9.3) 17.6**

Concepts 7.7 (4.2) 17.7 (5.6) 10.0**

Total 14.1 (8.7) 42.9 (12.4) 28.8**

Note. 241
respectively.
sample t -tests.
* 2 < .01; * *Q

in heading are for pre-test and post-test scores,
Significance of gain scores assessed by single-

< .001
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Table 12

Kindergarten CTBS-U Achievement Scores for Bilingual Immersion

and Non-Bilingual Immersion Students

(Means, Standard Deviations, Ranks, and Stanines)

Reading

ENG BI (II - 16)
Mean(SDI B I/

SPAN BI (n
Mean(SD)

= 38)
B 2/

NON-BI (n -
Mean(SD)

20)
B ST

I.* 13.6(4.9) 30 4 11.6(3.3) 17 3 15.0(2.5) 38 4

II. 11.8(3.5) 41 5 9.0(2.4) 14 3 11.0(3.7) 16 3

III.* 10.1(2.5) 32 4 9.3(2.6) 14 3 11.1(2.6) 48 5

IV. 10.3(2.5) 25 4 8.7(2.7) 17 3 9.3(2.2) 17 3

V. 11.5(3.4) 20 3 9.7(2.8) 7 2 11.6(2.8) 17 3

Math

VI.* 9.8(3.3) 37 4 7.0(3.6) 12 3 8.8(2.6) 27 4

Mote. Roman Numberals are defined as follows: I = Visual
Recognition; II = Sound Recognition; III = Vocabulary; IV = Oral
Comprehension; V = Reading Total: Average of Vocabulary and Oral
Comprehension; VI = Math Concepts. See text for discussion of
significant group differences.
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=dison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Math Total. These data are presented in Table 13, and the percentile ranks

are displayed in Figure 8.

Significant group differences emerged on the following subscales: (1)

the English BI mean (20.7) was significantly higher than the Spanish BI mean

(13.6) for Reading Vocabulary, but not significantly higher than the Non-BI

mean (14.9); (2) the mean Language Expression was higher for the English BI

group than the Spanish BI group (10.6), bat not significantly greater than

the Non-BI mean (12.3) for Language Expression; (3) The mean Math Conoepts

for the English BI grew (22.4) was significantly higher than either the

mean for the Spanish BI grap (16.5) or the Non-BI group (17.5), although

these latter two groups did not significantly differ; and (4) the mean Matn

Total for the English BI group (20.3) was significantlyhigherthan the Non-

BI mean (15.4), but not significantly higher than the Spanish BI mean
(15.6).

Simizi_slighimmentlinUm
In sum, the students performed at a satisfactory achievement level

considering that the English speakers were instructed in a second language

and received only 10% of their instructional day in English language arts,

and the Spanish speakers were instructed almost totally in their first

language with only 10% of the instructional day spent in language arts in

their second language.

Spanish speakers performed average to above average on Spanish

achievement tests. In addition, they lade significant progress over the

year as measured by the gains from the CI - Espanol pre-test to the post-

test. On English-language achievement tests, the kindemgartners scored

below average as expected for their level of English instruction. Ha ever,

by first grade, the students performed only slightly beige average. In

fact, they were functioning only slightly below grade level and did not

differ significantly from the non-bilingual immersion students except on one

subtext for the Spanish speakers. This was an ispressive result considering

the small =matte English instructicn they received.

Similarly, the English-speaking students did very cell an both English

and Spanish achievement tests. On the Spanish tests, the kindergartners

scored average in reading and on the ccmcnite, and slightly above average

in math. The first graders scored slightly above average in reading and on
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Table 13

Firit Grade CTBS-U Achievement Scores for Bilingual Immersion

and Non-Bilingual Immersion Students

(Means, Standard Deviations, Grade Equivalencies, Ranks, and Stanines)

Reading

ENG B-I (n
$ean(SD) G.E.

7)

B 2/
SPAN B-I (n -

$ean(SDl G.E.
47)
R 2/

NON-BI
klean(SD)

(n = 19)
G.E. E AI

I. 23.0(6.4) na 34 4 19.1(6.0) na 9 3 22.9(5.1) na 34 4

II.* 20.7(4.6) 1.9 )9 5 13.6(7.8) 1.5 30 4 14.9(6.2) 1.5 33 4

III. 17.6(4.2) 2.5 48 5 13.5(7.5) 1.4 25 4 13.9(6.4) 1.3 25 4

IV. 19.1(4.2) 1.8 53 5 13.5(7.3) 1.5 24 4 14.5(5.5) 1.5 27 4

Imam
V.* 15.10.9) 1.8 69 6 10.6(5.7) 1.4 29 4 12.3(5.4) 1.5 37 4

Math

22.4(1.8) 2.4 78 7 16.5(6.6) 1.6 36 4 17.5(4.5) 1.4 44 5VI.*

VII. 18.1(1.9) 1.9 59 5 14.2(6.8) 1.4 29 4 13.6(5.1) 1.3 29 4

VIII.* 20.3(1.7) 2.1 is 7 15.6(6.7) 1.5 38 4 15.4(4.8) 1.5 33 4

Note. Roman numerals are defined as follows: I = Word Attack;
II = Vocabulary; III = Reading Comprehension; IV = Reading Total: Average
of Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary; V = Language Expression; VI =
Math Concepts; VII = Math Computation; VIII = Math Total. G.E. refers
to Grade Zquivalence, B to Percentile Rank, and AI to Stanine. See text
for description of si,jnificant differences.
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Figure 8

First Grade CTBSU Percentile Rankings by Croup
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

the composite, but well above average in math. Also, the students scored

signisicantly higher an the CIBS-Updol posttest than an the pre-test.

In terms of English achievement, the kindergartners scored slightly below

average an ar mubtests, but their scores did not differ significantly from

those of the nonApilingual immersion students. Porn:amerce was even better

at the first-grade level where reading and language scores were average and

math scores ranged from slightly above average to well above average.

Farthamore, an eiery attest, they scored higher than the norebilingual

immersion students, with significantly hider scores in math.

ail2Mind_IXIIMPADO

Table 14 presents the results for the Perceived Competence Scale. This

scale provided a measure of the students' perception of their academic,

physical and peer competencies and their perception of their relationship

with their mother. Because there was only one significant difference

between the kirdergartners and first graders, and none between English and

Spanish speakers in all of the domains and an the total score, the results

are presented in summary form.

Table 14 shows that the mean score for the cognitive domain was 3.5 for

kinds partners and 3.4 far first graders, which represents a high level

(given a possible range of 1 to 4) of perceived competence related to

aordemic functicring in the shallots. These mean scores are equivalent to

mean scores Obtained from another sample of kindergarten (3.6) and first-

grade (3.4) students (Barter & Pike, 1984). In Harter and Pike's sample,

the 56 kindergarten and 65 first -grade students were middle-class and

largely (96%) nom-Hispanic Stites. Similar scares were Obtained an the

physical domain, where almost all of the children felt that they were

ocepetest with rowboat to their physical skills and abilities in outdoor

games and activities ( mean = 3.5). Again, these mean scores are almost

identical to the mean scores obtained by Barter and Pike's sample of

kinolergamten and first graders Mean = 3.4). Amgen score of 3.2 and 3.1

was Obtained foot and first-grade students, respectively, in the

peer domain, also demonstrating that the students perceived thesooaves as

having a fairly high level of coapeimmice in relating to their friends and

Classmates. Barter and Pike's sample of kindergarten and first-grade

students obtained mean scores of 2.9 and 3.1, respectively. Finally, the
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Table 14

Perceived Competence Scores (Means and Standard Deviations)

by Grade For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kinderaarten

English Spanish Total

Cognitive 3.6 (0.5) 3.3 (0.3) 3.5 (0.4)

Physical 3.6 (0.4) 3.4 (0.3) 3.5 (0.4)

Peer 3.2 (0.7) 3.2 (0.5) 3.2 (0.6)

Maternal 3,3 (0.6) 3.2 (0.4) 3.2 (0.5)

Total 3.4 (0.4) 3.3 (0.3) 3.3 (0.4)

First Grade

English Spanish Total

Cognitive 3.4 (0.4) 3.4 (0.5) 3.4 (0.4)

Phisical 3.3 (0.4) 3.6 (0.4) 3.5 (0.4)

Peer 2.9 (0.5) 3.1 (0.6) 3.1 (0.6)

Maternal 2.6 (0.7) 2.9 (0.5) 2.9 (0.5)

Total 3.1 (0.2) 3.3 (0.4) 3.2 (0.4)

Note. n's for the English-speaking students were 19 and 7
for the kindergarten and first grades, respectively; n's for the
Spanish-speaking students were 27 and 41 for the kindergarten and
first grades, respectively. All scale scores had potential
ranges of 1 to 4. The only significant group difference was for
overall grade effects, where the kindergartners had significantly
higher maternal perceived competence scores than the first
graders (F(1,93) - 11.44, p < .01).
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

mean score obtained in the maternal domain was 3.3 for kindergartners and

2.9 for first-graders. This was the only domain in which there was a

significant difference between students, with kindergartners scoring

significantly higher than first graders (F(1,93) = 11.44, p < .01).

Comparing the mean scores to Harter and Pike's students yielded slightly

higher mean scores for the Edison students over Harter and Pike's

kindergarten (mean = 2.9) and first-grade (mean = 2.8) students.

In sum, the kindergarten and first-grade students consistently

presented high levels of perceived competence in each of the domains

assessed. In fact, their mean scores compared very favorably with the mean

scores of children in Harter and Pike's sanple who were middle class English

speakers.

Parents' Attitudes tcma-NJtBilkxEaUaogmiiml

The parent questionnaire requested information about the parents'

satisfaction with the bilingual immersion program. Three questions sought

ratings of the program, two addressed the parent's satisfaction with the

student's ability to use each language, one focussed on whether Spanish

instruction had hindered or helped English language development, and one

examined the child's enjoyment of learning in Spanish. Table 15 presents

the mean scores and standard deviations for these questions.

Table 15 shows that the level of satisfaction with the program was

fairly high with a total mean score of 5.6, and a standard deviation of 1.8.

When asked whether they would recommend the program to other parents, 73%

of the parents responded "Yes, absolutely," 12% answered "Yes, with same

reservation," and 15% replied "No." About 82% of Spanish-speaking and 93%

of English-speaking parents said they would recommend the program to other

parents. Of the twelve parents who responded "no," 11 were Spanish-

speaking parents and all were parents of first graders. These parents felt

that their children were not receiving enough English instruction as

disolseed

regarding the question of whether they expected more or less from the

bilingual immersion program, the overall rating was 3.8, which corresponded

to "neutral." This may have been due to their high expectations for the

children's ability to use both languages, or it could be reflective of their

overall satisfaction with the program. In responding to the question
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Table 15

Mean Scores for Parental Attitudes toward Bilingual Immersion Program by Grade

For Native Engli. and Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten
English Spanish
(n=14) (n=28)

Mean SD Mean SD

First Grade
English Spanish

(D=4) (n=37)
Mean SD Mean SD

Total

(D=83)
Mean SD

Satisfaction with program
of Spanish instruction.a 5.4 1.6 5.4 2.1 6.0 0.6 5.8 1.8 5.6 1.8

Expected more or less.b 3.8 1.3 4.0 0.8 4.0 0.8 3.7 1.3 3.8 1.1

Satisfaction with child's
ability to use Spanish.a 5.9 1.2 5.4 2.2 4.8 2.1 6.0 1.6 5.7 1.8

Satisfaction with child's
ability to use English.a 6.3 0.9 4.7 2.4 6.0 0.8 4.7 1.9 5.0 2.0*

Learning in Spanish has
hindered/helped progress
in English.c 4.0 1.2 4.4 1.7 4.0 0.8 3.8 2.1 4.0 1.8

Child enjoys Spanish.d 5.4 1.5 5.4 1.9 6.3 1.5 5.2 1.9 5.3 1.8

a Scale ranges from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied).
12 Scale ranges from 1 (expected a lot more) to 7 (expected a lot less).
c Scale ranges from 1 (has hindered his/her progress in English very much)
to 7 (has helped his/her English very much).

d Scale ranges from 1 (dislikes it very much) to 7 (likes it very much).
* p < .001 for English vs. Spanish conparison.
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Edison's Bilingual immersion Program

regarding their satisfaction with the child's ability to use Spanish, the

overall mean rating was 5.7, which corresponded to "a little satisfied."

Similarly, the overall mean rating was 5.0 When the parents were asked about

their satisfaction regarding the child's ability to use English. However,

on this immure, the English-speaking parents (mean = 6.2) were acre

satisfied than were the Spanish - speaking parents Oman = 4.6) (F(1,79) =

8.17, p < 01).

Parents were also asked about whether the program of Spanish

instruction had hindered or helped their children's progress in English.

Responses to this gelation were fairly similar across parents, with a lean

score of 4.0, corresponding to the "neutral" response. Finally, parents

were asked to rate the anent to which the child enjoyed learning through

Spanish. The overall mean score for this question was 5.3, which coincided

with the response "likes it a little."

In general, it appeared that the large majority of parents were

satisfied with the bilingual immersion program.

=bon Bilingual immersion Staff Attitudes

tagg2=31BWINEILI1118131201122=
Attitudes tarard the Bipedal Twi-sian proem

On the questionnaire that was given to the teachers and principal, two

items requested their satisfaction of, and enthusiasm for, teaching in the

bilingual immersion program. When asked, in general, how satisfied they

were with the way the current bilingual immersion program was operating, the

mean response was 4.4, with a standard deviation of .49 (scale = 1 to 5; 1

= very dissatisfied, 5 so very satisfied), showing a high level of

satisfaction with the current bilingual immersion program.

When asked about their enthusiamm for the bilingual immersion program,

the mean response was 4.8 with a standard deviation of .44 (scale = 1 to 5;

1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). This high level of enthusiasm

was verified in a discussion cf the bilingual immersion program at the

Seminar on Teaching in Bilingual immersion Programs; most teachers felt that

bilingual immersion was an emellent etcational model for both native

English and native Spanidh speakers.
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Ediman's Bilingual Immersion Program

A number of it related to constraints to teaching in a bilingual

immersion program. One set of seven it sought the teachers' perceptions

of the level of support they received from different individuals affecting

the bilingual imaersicn teadher, either directly (e.g., principal, non-

bilingual immersion teacher) or indirectly (e.g., Board of Educaticn). On a

scale of 1 to 5, the average score was about 4 (agree). The administrative

leadership surzort was rated high (4 to 5), but perceived support from other

non-bilingual lasunaion teachers was rated as low overall, both in terms of

non - bilingual immersion teachers' informetion about, and attitudes toward,

the bilingual immersion program.

Thus, overall, the teachers felt that there was a positive level of

support far the program by the administrative leadership, but a lad level of

support by other staff. Teachers also replied that there was a lack of

Spanish materials or other instructional resources. A couple of teachers

commented that the quantity of Spanish materials was not a problem, but the

quality of materials was a definite constraint.

EMMY, MOOMMONORTIONB, ANCIMIEMMOIUM

MUmme
This report presented the results of a study of Edison Elementary

Sdhool after its first year of implementing the bilingual immarsicra program.

The major research questions sought to determine: (1) the levels of first

and second language proficiency and whether there were gains in first and

woad language proficiency over the year; (2) the levels of math and
reading achievement in Spanish and English and whether there were

adhisvement differences related to the language background of the students;

(3) the levels of students' perceived academic, peer, physical and maternal

cametencies; and (4) attitudes toward the bilingual imaarsicn program among

the parents and staff. One research question which was not addressed here

involved the cross-cultural attitudes of the students. Cross-cultural

attitudes were not assessed because an instrument to measure moss- cultural

attitudes in five- and six-year old children was not available. However, an

imildammt is under development and cross-cultural attitudes will be

measured in the woad 1 1987-88 academic year) of Edisan's bilingual

immersion program.
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Ediscn's Bilingual Inmersion Program

A total of 112 kindergarten (D i 58) and first-grade (D .1. 54) students
participated in the study. Data were gathered an English and Spanish
proficiency with pre- and post-test measures; English and Spanish
achievement, with pre- and post-test measures in Spanish; and perceived
ocsintance. In addition, the data collectice included a parent
questirmaire and a bilingual ismersicel staff questionnaire. Also, 20
kindergarten and 19 first-grade students who were not enrolled in the
bilingual immersion program were tested using the English achievement test.

In tens of the students' language develciament, all of the students
Tiede gains in both languages, Native language proficiency was high, with
about thy thirds of the students rated at the Fluent Proficiency level, and
one third at the Limited Proficiency level. Second language proficiency
varied considerably, with ease students rated at the Non-Proficient level,
others at the :Plaited Proficient level, and still others at the Fluent
Proficient level. Dora Spanish-dcminant students bare fluent in the second
language than were English-clamant students.

Both the Spanish- dominant and English-doninant students scored at an
average to above average level in achievement performanoe. The Spanish-
doninant speakers sowed in the average to above average range on Spanish
achievement tests and made significant gains from the fall to the spring.
Even the English- dominant students scored well an the Spanish achievement
tests; the kindergartners scored average in reading and slightly above
average in lath, but the first graders moored above average in reading and
well &eve average in loath. In addition, the first graders made significant
programs from the fall to the spring. On Envlish achievement tests, the
Spanish-doeinant kindergartners moored low, but the first graders performed
ally slightly bead average aocordirg to their stanine scores, and they did
not differ significantly from the non-bilingual immersion students. The
English-dominant kbdergartners scored slightly below average, but the
first graders performed average in reading and language and slightly above
average to well above average in math. Furthermore, an every subtest, the
English-doll:ant first graders scored higher than the non-bilingual
immersion students, with significantly higher scores in Math.

Me students' perceived oagetence ratings were high in each of four
domains (academic, peer, physical, and maternal); and attitudes toward the
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

bilingual immersion program were generally positive from the parents and

teachers.

PACSIBIODliticeti

Pour recommendations can be made to further develop the bilingual

immersion program at Edison. The first recammerdation involves prorating

strav leadenthip and Odlarship of the program among the teachers. As

indicated previously, the two first-grade teachers made a change in the

program tha was inconsistent with the model (i.e., the same teacher was

providing both Spanish and English instruction). This change occurred

because the teachers were not knowledgeable enough e out the rationale for

the model, despite pre-service training that discussed the rationale. Thus,

it would be helpful if the bilingual immersion staff were to form a team

with each team member becoming an expert on a particular aspect of the

Prcgram

A second recommandation is to develop a Spanish language arts component

that will provide for greater development of t!"4 vocabulary and grammar

skills of both Spanish-speaking and English-speaking students. These two

areas are the ones which are most problematic for immersion students in

general (Swain, 1987) , and which received the lowest scores overall in the

testing and rating of the Edison students' language proficiency.

Third, a clear curriculum for English language arts mist be developed

that is consistent within grade levels and that articulates across grade

levels. A fourth recommendation /wolves the provision of more

opportunities for native English rcri native Spanish speakers to interact in

group work to promote language development and positive cross-cultural

attitudes. These four recommeniations may involve some in-service training

in sward language devalmment, the rationale for bilingual immersion
education, and =operative learning.

StElaBliDON

Edison's bilingual immersion program was designed in concordance with
the successful tan -yew -old Spanish/English Bilingual Demermion Program in

the San Diego City Schools. Its instructional design was based on a careful

review of the literature on successful bilingual and immersion education
programs in the United States and Omzeda as discussed previously.
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Edison's bilingual immersion program design compares favorably with

other bilingual immersion programs around the country. This is not

surprising as Edison's program design was based an an existing bilingual

immersion raogram and in coordination with three other new bilingual

immersion programs in California with CLEAR and the California State

Department of Education. Although Ediscn's program design met the criteria'

features defined for bilingual immersion education (Lindholm, 1987a), the

program, as it was implemented last year, did not meet all the criteria as

one might expect after only one year of program implementation.

The evaluation of the bilingual immersion program required collection

of several kinds of data (see Figure 1, page 17). Data were collected on

achievement in Spanish and English, ,anguage proficiency, self-competence,

and parental background.

A lcmgitulinal/cmes-secticral designee comprehensive as the one used

naturally included acme weaLnesses. The first was that the collection of so

much data in a two-month period in the spring may have been overtaxing for

same children, which may have depressed their scores. A second weak/less,

missing data due to student absences, student dropout and late enrollments,

is inherent in longitudinal research. A third weakness involved the

reliance an test data, which may or may not accurately reflect the actual

language and academic performance and gains of the students. Finally,

anothLr weakness was that students were classified as either native Spanish

speakers or native English speakers. Actually, there were four bilingual

kindergartners and 10 bilingual first graders in the study who were

classified as English speakers for the purposes of analyses. It is

commonplace in educational research to use the dichotomous classification of

!Nil& Only/FEP and Spanish(LEP in data analyses without attempting to

determine the level of bilingualism in each student. Bawer, bilinguals

may actually inflate or deflate scores on particular measures.

There were also a number of strengths in the design. First, because

the design is longitudinal and involves different measures of language

achievement and other student characteristics, it enabled a better

understanding of the variables that interact to produce various achievement

outcomes. Second, by using measures that overlapped in content (two

measures of Spanish achievement, Spanish proficiency, English proficiency) ,
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validity studies were conducted to determine whether students who performed

well on one test also performed well an a related measure. Third,

collecting information an the language proficiency of the students in both

languages enabled a better tederstarding of the relationship between

bilingualism and academic achievement. FUrthermore, analyses based on

information about the dual language proficiency of the students can lead to

more productive knowledge related to the achievement and language gains of

students who are truly Spanish-dominant versus those who are English-

dominant or bilingual.

Several important points should be made abow. the results that have

implications far ths bilingual immerslonsodea. First, the Spanish speakers

at both grade levels made highly significant gains in English, and the

English speakers demonstrated same gain in English proficiency. Thus,

despite the small amount of English instruction, most students were able to

sake gains in English language proficiency. Second, all students made gains

in Spanish proficiency and the gains were highly significant for the

Spanish - speaking kindergartners. These are important results because they

demonstrate that the bilingual immersion model's assumptions related to

language development were accurate; that is, Spanish speakers increased

their level of Spanish proficiency and began to develop some proficiency In

Ehglith, and English speakers did not lose their English proficiency while

acquiring Spanish proficiency skills.

A second set of important points concerns the achievement performance

of the students. First, the Engliedripelsing students acquired enough

content after only one year of instruction through Spanish to be able to

score average to above amerage in a test norsed for native Spanish speakers.

Secomi, the Spanish speakers performed from average to above average on the

Spanish achievement test, demonstrating a good level of performance for

these students when tested in their native language. Third, the English-

speaking kirdergartnars and the Spanish-speaking first graders scored

average to only slightly below average in reading and math; and the English-

speaking first graders scored average to above average in reading, language,

and math. The fact that these students were able to score this high in

English, despite having received their instruction in Spanish, demonstrates

that the studs*" were acquiring the math concepts in Spanish, and they were
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Able to apply these concepts when tested in English. Thus, the addevement

results also validate the adhlevement assumptions underlying the bilingual

immersion model in that the model names that content that is learned in

Spanish will be available in English as well. The fact that the students

were able to score as well as they did demonstrates that the concepts were

available to them in both languages. However, an important caveat to add is

that the sample sizes of the English-dosinant first grade bilingual

immersion group and the non- bilingual immersion students were small, which

means that these findings must be interpreted with caution until fUrther

replication studies are conducted. In addition, it was difficult to obtain

information an the background of the students in the control group. While

most of these students were categorized as ED or FEP, there were some LEP

students and several students whose status could not be confirmed in the

school records.

The findings from Edison are comparable to the results reported by the

San Diego City Schools (Lindholm, 1987a; ESEk Title VII Bilingual

Demonstration Project, 1982) and three other bilingual immersion prcgrans in

California (e.g., Lindholm, 1987b) . The consistency of the findings across

other school sites also adds validity to the achievement and language

assumptions underlying the bilingual immersion model.

In conclusion, the language proficiency and academic achievement first-

year data demonstrated that the bilingual immersion model is an effective

language education model for both language minority and language majority

students. Bawer, the success of the students over the next two to three

years in acquiring academic =potencies is contingent an the degree to

which the program is fully developed according to the 13 criteria for

successful bilingual immersion programs previously discussed.
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9:00

10:00

11:00

12:00

1:00

2:00

2:45

APPENDIX A
Sample Daily Schedule

Opening, Calendar,
Weather, News,

Sharing

///
///
iii
///

Spanish Language Arts/ ///
Learning Centers ///

/i/
Physical Education ///

(kindergarten) ///
Math (=ads 1) ///

Math
///
111_

Recess
///

Social Studies/Music/ ///
Art/Learning Centers ///

///
********Exchange********* ///

...
English Language Arts ...

...
********Dismissal******** ...
******(kindergarten)**;:** ...

Lunch (grade 1)
///

Story Time ///
///

Handwritina ///
///

Read'lg ///
///

Physical Education ///
///

***Dismissal (grade 1)**** ///

Spanish
English

71



ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Kathryn J. Lindholm (Ph.D. in Developmental Psychology, University of
California, Los Angeles, 1981) is a member of the professional staff of
the Center for Language Education and Research at UCLA. Her main areas
of lIterest are bilingual and second language development, bilingual
education, and school achievement.

72


